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DETAILED ACTION 

1 ) This is a Nonfinal rejection in response to response filed on 4/24/2006. 

2) The filing date is 9/20/1 999, to Assignee Intelliseek (at the time of filing the 
invention). 

3) Claims 1-33 were previously cancelled. Claims 34-60 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4) The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4-1) Claims 34-36, 38-41, 43-45, 47-50, 52-54 and 56-59 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Baisley (US 6502112, filed Aug 27, 1999), 
in view of Aovama et al (US 6098071, filed Jun 7, 1999). 
Regarding claims 34, 43 and 52, Baisley teaches parsing the first and second 
documents into a first and second plurality of groups of characters delineated by block 
level markup language tags and executing a routine to match groups in the first plurality 
of groups with corresponding groups in the second plurality of groups, and to identify 
differences between said groups in the first plurality of groups and matching groups in 
the second plurality of groups. For example, Baisley discloses a method for comparing 
XML documents for identical contents, where a first XML document is parsed to create 
a graph of it's objects where each object is assigned a unique identification and a 
second XML document is parsed by a parser to create a graph of its objects where each 
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object is assigned a unique ID. The compare module then compares the documents 
and provides an output signifying that the documents are equal or unequal (see col 4, 
lines 46-63). The two documents are compared to see fit hey are semantically identical, 
that is, there is a one to one correspondence between the objects in the two documents 
(col 5, lines 10-17). 

Baisley does not teach, but Aoyama teaches composing a difference document 
comprising a third plurality of groups that include identified differences, and including 
elements that identify the differences; and rendering an image of the difference 
document using a computer while preserving visual formatting of one of the first and 
second documents, with visual features denoting the identified differences. For 
example, Aoyama discloses a method for structured document difference string 
extraction, where after storing the difference data of comparing structured documents, 
the difference data is output in SGML form and displayed using an editor or viewer, 
such as a window displaying the difference data in structured form and defining the 
altered part by a solid line or otherwise discriminating the altered part by altering the 
color or type of the mark representing the structure by a solid line. These discriminated 
displays may be highlighted (col 14, lines 5-20). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Baisley to include outputting difference data in a structured form, 
such as an SGML document and discriminating the display by altering the color or type 
of the mark as taught by Aoyama, providing the benefit of extracting the difference 
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between structured documents by taking the logical meaning and structure of the 
structured documents into consideration (Aoyama, Abstract section). 
Regarding claims 35, 44 and 53, Baisley suggests wherein said routine identifies new 
groups in the second plurality of groups, said difference document includes said new 
groups, and said image includes features denoting said new groups. The examiner 
characterizes this limitation of 'new groups' as a state where the line has no match in 
the other document being compared to (as described in specification, page 1 , lines 7- 
1 5). For example, Baisley discloses a compare module that compares two XML 
documents where the module provides a result signifying that the documents are 
unequal (col 4, lines 46-63). The Examiner believes this is equivalent to the claimed 
limitation because if the documents are unequal, that means that they have objects that 
the other document does not have, and hence are new. 

Regarding claims 36, 45 and 54, Baisley suggests normalizing the first and second 
documents by removing characters ignored during rendering and characters that define 
format information not relevant to said matching. For example, Baisley discloses 
standardizing all XML documents to a common standard semantic graph based format 
that the comparison algorithm is capable of processing for comparing a semantic graph 
encoded in documents rather than comparing textual content and comparing documents 
that ignores differences in internal differences (col 3, lines 5-20). 
Regarding claims 38, 47 and 56. Baisley teaches an HTML standard markup language 
(col 1 , line 25). 
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Regarding claims 39, 48 and 57, Baisley suggests normalizing both documents, by 
detecting a pre-formatting start tag and skipping the pre-formatted text contained 
between the start tag and a pre-formatting end tag. For example, Baisley discloses 
standardizing all XML documents to a common standard semantic graph based format 
that the comparison algorithm is capable of processing for comparing a semantic graph 
encoded in documents rather than comparing textual content and comparing documents 
that ignores differences in internal differences (col 3, lines 5-20) where the document 
contains preformatted star and end tags that are not skipped and not compared (see 
tables II and II, col 5, lines 30-67). 

Regarding claims 40, 49 and 58, Baisley teaches normalizing the first and second 
documents, by removing header tags from the documents. For example, Baisley 
discloses comparing documents that ignores differences in internal identifiers (e.g., 
xmi.id values)(col 3, lines 1 5-20). Table I in col 5 shows a document including header 
tags, where these tags will be ignored in order to standardize the XML documents to a 
common standard format that the comparison module is capable of comparing, where 
the comparison is of the semantics of the document rather than the textual content of 
the documents (col 3, lines 5-15). The fact that Baisley discloses removing everything 
else other than the semantic objects indicates that headers are also removed from the 
documents because headers are not semantics. 

Regarding claims 41, 50 and 59, Baisley teaches normalizing the first and second 
documents, by removing script references from the documents. For example, Baisley 
discloses comparing documents that ignores differences in internal identifiers (e.g.. 
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xmi.id values)(col 3, lines 15-20). Table I in col 5 shows a document including 
metadata tags, where these tags will be ignored in order to standardize the XML 
documents to a common standard format that the comparison module is capable of 
comparing, where the comparison is of the semantics of the document rather than the 
textual content of the documents (col 3, lines 5-15). The fact that Baisley discloses 
removing everything else other than the semantic objects indicates that script 
references are also removed from the documents because scripts are not semantics. 
4-2) Claims 37, 42, 46, 51, 55 and 60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Baislev (as cited above) and Aovama (as cited above), further 
in view of Blumer et al (US 5890171, issued Mar 30, 1999). 

Regarding claims 37, 46 and 55, Baisley in view of Aoyama does not expressly teach, 
but Blumer suggests executing a routine using a computer, prior to said matching to 
identify differences, to remove characters that comprise intra-document links in the 
markup-language, and to convert relative URLs to absolute URLs. For example, 
Blumer discloses converting relative URL to an absolute URL, using the effective base 
URL of the document (col 1 1 , lines 35-45). The examiner interprets Blumer's teachings 
as equivalent to the claimed invention because the examiner characterizes the claimed 
intra-documents links as regular links for the purpose of matching to identify differences 
in documents, and the removal of links in the claimed invention is to allow for 
processing of a base document, which is suggested by the base element of documents 
processing in Blumer, coupled with Baisley's disclosure of comparing only semantic 
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portions of documents rather than comparing textual content (Baisley, col 3, lines Il- 
ls). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Baisley in view of Aoyama to include converting relative URLs to 
absolute URLs, as taught by Blumer, providing the benefit of an improved system for 
interpreting hypertext links in a document when including the document within another 
document (Blumer, Title). 

Regarding claims 42, 51 and 60, Baisley in view of Aoyama does not expressly teach, 
but Blumer teaches normalizing the first and second documents, by removing intra- 
document links from the documents. For example, Blumer discloses converting relative 
URL to an absolute URL, using the effective base URL of the document (col 1 1 , lines 
35-45). The examiner interprets Blumer's teachings as equivalent to the claimed 
invention because the examiner characterizes the claimed intra-documents links as 
regular links for the purpose of matching to identify differences in documents, and the 
removal of links in the claimed invention is to allow for processing of a base document, 
which is suggested by the base element of documents processing in Blumer. 
Additionally, Baisley discloses comparing documents that ignores differences in internal 
identifiers (e.g., xmi.id values)(col 3, lines 15-20). Table I in col 5 shows a document 
including metadata tags, where these tags will be ignored in order to standardize the 
XML documents to a common standard format that the comparison module is capable 
of comparing, where the comparison is of the semantics of the document rather than the 
textual content of the documents (col 3, lines 5-15). The fact that Baisley discloses 
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removing everything else other than the semantic objects indicates that script 
references are also removed from the documents because scripts are not semantics. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Baisley in view of Aoyama to include removing links in order to 
achieve a base document for comparison by converting relative URLs to absolute 
URLs, as taught by Blumer, providing the benefit of an improved system for interpreting 
hypertext links in a document when including the document within another document 
(Blumer, Title). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 34-60 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. In consideration of the Applicant's 
arguments on pages 7-1 1 of the Remarks section, the Examiner introduces rejections 
under new primary and secondary references, namely Baisley and Aoyama, 
respectfully. Specifically, Baisley discloses a method for comparing XML documents for 
Identical contents, where a first XML document is parsed to create a graph of it's objects 
where each object is assigned a unique identification and a second XML document is 
parsed by a parser to create a graph of its objects where each object is assigned a 
unique ID. The compare module then compares the documents and provides an output 
signifying that the documents are equal or unequal (see col 4, lines 46-63). The two 
documents are compared to see fit hey are semantically identical, that is, there is a one 
to one correspondence between the objects in the two documents (col 5, lines 10-17), 
Aoyama discloses a method for structured document difference string extraction, where 
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after storing the difference data of comparing structured documents, the difference data 
is output in SGML form and displayed using an editor or viewer, such as a window 
displaying the difference data in structured form and defining the altered part by a solid 
line or otherwise discriminating the altered part by altering the color or type of the mark 
representing the structure by a solid line. These discriminated displays may be 
highlighted (col 14, lines 5-20). See rejections above for details. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or eartier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gautam Sain whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4096. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9-5 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather Herndon can be reached on 571-272-4136. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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